Message

From: Siedschlag, Gregory [Siedschlag.Gregory@epa.gov]
Sent: 6/7/2016 6:48:02 PM

To: Walker, Stuart [Walker.Stuart@epa.gov]

CC: Scozzafava, MichaelE [Scozzafava.MichaelE@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: FYSA - FW: NBC Bay Area questions 6/6/2016

Thanks for sharing, Stuart. Given the nature of the comments and that Region 9 already sent the response, | don’t think
there’s anything further we need to do from the communications standpoint.

Greg Siedschlag

Qutreach and Communications Specialist

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Office: (703) 603-9044

Follow us on Twitter @EPALang
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From: Walker, Stuart

Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 1:42 PM

To: Siedschlag, Gregory <Siedschlag.Gregory@epa.gov>
Cc: Scozzafava, MichaelE <Scozzafava.MichaelE@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: FYSA - FW: NBC Bay Area questions 6/6/2016

Draft note
Hi Lily,

| realize you already sent these, but for your information and if yvou have to answer more related follow-up questions, |
have attached some suggested wording changes and comment boxes. Let’s discuss if you have guestions/thoughts

Stuart

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 9:52 AM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE LHY@EPA GOV>

Subject: FW: FYSA - FW: NBC Bay Area questions 6/6/2016

Keeping vou in the loop: An NBC Bay Area reporter has been asking questions about EPA’s radiation ceanup standards.
She requested interviews. Last week, we sent the attached statement. Yesterday, we received the message below from
a reporter, and we sent the attached response.

Since the EPA will not grant an interview request and has canceled our scheduled phone call, can you please send a
statement that we can include in our report? Additionally, we ask that the EPA please answer in writing the questions
below for clarification purposes.

We would like to have a conversation with the EPA for clarification purposes, as well. As stated, we are under deadline
and a conversation and written material needs to happen by COB today.

We understand that the EPA’s position is that the Navy is the lead agency responsible for the cleanup and investigation
of Hunters Point.
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- As the government entity that is in charge of federal superfund sites and the agency that is overseeing the
Navy’s cleanup of Hunters Point, why would the EPA defer to the Navy?

- Can'’t the Navy speak about its own oversight of the Navy?

Dan Hirsch of UCSC said that in a phone call with EPA Region 9 and EPA headquarters, the officials at EPA headquarters
said his analysis is correct—the region should not have used a 25 millirem per year standard or the Atomic Energy
Commission’s 1974 guide, and that averaging contamination across a site should not be used.

- Can the EPA confirm that the EPA headquarters agreed that these standards should not be used?

- Can the EPA confirm that the Navy shouldn’t have used the standards referenced above?

We received the EPA’s background information below. You said the UCSC presentation had some inaccuracies and left
out some relevant information.

- What did the UCSC presentation include that was correct?

- Is the UCSC group correct in that the EPA should not have allowed the Navy to use the cleanup standards
referenced above?

- Is the EPA saying that even if the Navy cleaned up to the standards referenced above, the EPA believes the risk
that remains after the cleanup is still acceptable from a public health standpoint?

Isn’t it true that for the cleanup of buildings and other structures, and equipment and waste, the Navy used a standard
of 25 millirem per year and the Atomic Energy Commission’s 1974 Regulatory Guide 1.867

Isn’t it true that EPA has repeatedly said that 25 millirem per year is not protective of public health and should not be
used as a cleanup standard at Superfund sites?

- If so, why did the EPA allow the Navy to use that standard?

Isn’t it true that EPA generally does not approve the use of the 1974 AEC Regulatory Guide at Superfund cleanups?

- If so, why did the EPA allow the Navy to use that standard?

Isn’t it EPA’s policy that Superfund cleanups at federal facilities are to employ EPA’s Preliminary Remediation Goals?
- Why did the EPA allow the Navy to instead employ the non-EPA RESRAD model for estimating risk?

Isn’t it true that EPA’s guidance prohibits averaging contamination across an area like Hunters Point?

Please explain what the Navy’s “protective cover” is.

Please explain what the each of the EPA’s risk models are.
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